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Foreword
This monograph contains 34 of the 51 talks given at the 36th Annual Meeting of the Berkeley Linguistics Society (BLS 36), held in Berkeley, California, February 6-7, 2010 . The conference included a General Session, one Special Session entitled Language Isolates and Orphans, and one Parasession entitled Writing Systems and Orthography. It was planned and run by the second-year graduate students in the Department of Linguistics at the University of California, Berkeley. The members of this executive committee were Jessica Cleary-Kemp, Clara Cohen, Stephanie Farmer, Melinda Fricke, Laura Kassner, and John Sylak-Glassman.
The papers contained herein were edited principally for style by the three editors Nicholas Rolle, Jeremy Steffman, and John Sylak-Glassman, and then given back to contributors to make changes. Nicholas Rolle took upon primary editorial responsibilities, Jeremy Steffman was an undergraduate editorial assistant, and John Sylak-Glassman helped to edit papers. Upon the final resubmission, the final versions of these papers were incorporated by Zachary O'Hagan and Nicholas Rolle into the monograph found here. Our goal has been the speedy publication of these proceedings, and as such, certain aspects -e.g., the complete unification of formatting -have been sacrificed. It is our belief that this does not detract from the final publication in any way. Introduction This paper deals with the antipassive construction that has raised considerable interest in the syntactic description of ergative languages over the last few decades (Dixon 1979) . Often defined on structural grounds, antipassive is said to be a derived intransitive construction with a two-place predicate, the object argument of which is either suppressed or realized as an oblique (Polinsky 2005) . Traditionally, the antipassive is related to the ergative system. Although some authors insist on the link between the antipassive and ergativity (Dixon 1979 , Cooreman 1993 , certain typologically-oriented publications extend discussions on antipassive phenomena to accusative languages (Heath 1976 , Polinsky 2005 , Creissels 2006 ).
To derive the antipassive construction, ergative languages use an antipassive marker that may have a different impact on the clause. It can either affect its syntax, making the transitive clause intransitive, or additionally it can also affect the semantics of the verb. Indeed, the syncretism of antipassive markers with aspect/modality categories is frequently observed across different ergative languages.
Apart from its correspondence to aspect/modality categories, the antipassive marker can also be related to the reflexive/middle function such as in Australian languages. A typological investigation in the development of the reflexive marker shows that the same polysemy also exists in accusative languages, in particular in Slavic (Nedjalkov 2007) . In addition to Australian and Slavic languages, Romance, Cariban, Tacanan, Manding, South Caucasian, and Chukotko-Kamchatkan languages can be mentioned among language families in which the reflexiveantipassive polysemy is attested. The fact that the same pattern is observed in genetically unrelated languages provides clear evidence that the morphological coincidence is by no means homophonous in nature.
Up to now, research into reflexive-antipassive polysemy has received relative-Katarzyna Janic ly little attention. Apart from a few attempts (Terrill 1997 , Polinsky 2005 , Nedjalkov 2006 , Creissels 2006 , the question of the reflexive-antipassive polysemy has not been investigated extensively. This paper extends on the existing work with two objectives. First, it argues in favor of the recognition of antipassives in accusative languages. Second, it aims to show that the shared morphology of reflexives and antipassives is by no means accidental but historically grounded.
To argue for the historical account of the reflexive-to-antipassive extension, I will follow Terrill (cf. 1997 for Australian languages) and I will suggest that antipassives developed from reflexivity through functional extension. Contrary to Terrill (1997) , however, I will not restrict my analysis to a single language family. The intention of this paper is to investigate a range of unrelated language families to show that the historical explanation of the shared morphology is legitimate, regardless of the language system. The account of the given polysemous pattern will be based on the functional approach proposed by Givón (2001) . Building on his analysis, I will show that contrary to Australian languages in which the reflexive-to-antipassive extension is in its late stage of grammaticalization, in all other languages, the antipassive is still in its early stage of development, characterized by functional ambiguity.
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Reflexive-Antipassive Polysemy
Within the scope of meanings subsumed under the reflexive marker, some of them are directly related to reflexivity, whereas some others have developed from it in an indirect way. Regardless of their direct or non-direct relatedness to the reflexive notion, the fact that the reflexive morpheme developed a number of different meanings ordered on the evolutionary scale remains unquestionable. Consequently, typologically-oriented studies on the polysemy of the reflexive marker tend not only to establish a number of possible meanings the reflexive morpheme can express, but also to define to what extent they are related to each other. This raises a further question of the semantic interrelations between the meanings and their degree of productivity. Indeed, whereas certain meanings are very common and productive, some others remain rare, represented by a limited number of verbs. Still, their existence is significant for the typological study, provided they occur across different languages. This paper concerns languages with the unproductive type of polysemy, i.e. when the respective marker apart from the reflexive function, expresses also the non-reflexive meaning, i.e. the antipassive one. The following sections investigate in detail a number of languages in which the reflexive-antipassive polysemy is attested. Due to lack of space, I will limit myself to a few language families only.
On the Reflexive -Antipassive Polysemy
2.1
Reflexive-Antipassive Polysemy in the Slavic Family (Geniušienė 1988:249) In both examples the presence of the se morpheme triggers an obligatory deletion of the object argument. In (1), however, the removed constituent acquires an anaphoric interpretation, whereas in (2), it functions as a non-referring object of the antipassive. The antipassive meaning of a reflexive marker may also be expressed on the same verbal stem; cf. (3) where the Polish reflexive form drapie się has two meanings. In this case we deal with the reflexive-antipassive polysemy of a given derivative. In (3), the semantic overlap between the reflexive and antipassive meaning pertains primarily to the lexical meaning of the base verb. The verb 'scratch' denotes a type of activity the agent of which can equally perform on itself or on some other entity, without being pragmatically odd.
Reflexive-Antipassive Polysemy in the Cariban Family
Ye'kwana belongs to the Cariban language family and is spoken in Venezuela and Brazil. Significantly, it has the reflexive suffix -öt which, polysemous in nature, performs a range of different functions. Among the many meanings, the reciprocal, anticausative, autocausative, and antipassive tend to be the most common. Example (4) illustrates the reflexive derivation which, similar to the antipassive one in (5), is derived by means of the -öt marker: The sentence in (4a) illustrates a transitive use of the verb -ö'tö-'name' that occurs with two core arguments, i.e. the pronominal subject and the object. In (4b), the same verbal form is exemplified in its reflexive use. The presence of the reflexive marker -öt affects the syntax and the semantics of the clause, i.e. the object argument is zero-coded and remains coreferential with its subject. Example (5a), on the other hand, illustrates a transitive use of the verb -ökamma 'tell' from which the antipassive one is derived, ex. (5b). Similar to the reflexive, the presence of the -öt marker obligatorily blocks the overt realization of the object in the syntax. Contrary to the reflexive clause, however, the respective argument is not co-referential with its subject.
Reflexive-Antipassive Polysemy in the Tacanan Family
The Tacanan family belongs to the Amerindian languages of South America and is spoken in Bolivia. Among the Tacanan languages, the reflexive-antipassive polysemy is documented in Cavineña. (Guillaume 2008:263) Example (6a) illustrates a transitive use of the verb peta 'look at' from which the reflexive, (6b), and the antipassive, (6c), are derived by means of the circumfix k(a)-…-ti. Due to its presence, the zero-coded object argument is either understood as the anaphoric patient of the active clause, ex. (6b), or as a highly referential patient 'soccer game' of the antipassive.
Similar to Cavineña, Ese Ejja also uses the morphologically complex marker, i.e. xa-…-ki that along the reflexive and reflexive-like meanings can also have the antipassive interpretation:
woman REFL-comb-REFL-PRS 'The woman combs herself.'
(8a) Ekwaa motor ishwa-axa-naje ERG motorboat wait-in.vain-PST 'We waited in vain for the motorboat.' (8b) Jamaya esea ani-ani xa-ishwa-ki-ani-ani, so ABS sit -HAB AP-wait-AP-HAB-PRS 'So we usually sit and wait for [a bus].' (Vuillermet 2010) Example (7b) expresses a reflexive construction traditionally known in the literature under the term 'partitive object reflexive' or 'grooming constructions.' In the given clause, the verbal form jabe 'comb' is derived from the corresponding transitive clause by means of the circumfix xa-…-ki. The presence of the latter obligatorily blocks the syntactic realization of the patient argument. Example (8), on the other hand, presents the antipassive use of the circumfix xa-…-ki. The sentence (8a) illustrates a transitive use of the verb ishwa 'wait for' from which the antipassive, (8b), is derived. Similar to the previous example, the presence of the circumfix xa-…-ki blocks the overt realization of the patient argument. Contrary to the latter, however, the object suppression is subject to different conditions. It is left unrealized on pragmatic grounds. Being semantically implied, the object argument is generic and refers to an unspecified group of vehicles.
2.4
Reflexive-Antipassive Polysemy in the Manding Family
The reflexive-antipassive polysemy is also documented in Bambara, a language spoken in western Africa. Similar to Ese Ejja and other languages, Bambara has a morpheme whose main function boils down to reflexive/middle derivation. In certain instances, however, the latter can also perform the antipassive function.
Examples (9) and (10) (Creissels 2006:90) Sentence (9a) exemplifies a transitive use of the verb ko 'wash.' In (9b), the same verbal form is morphologically marked by the i morpheme which reduces the valency of the verb. Due to its presence, the object argument is zero-coded and becomes coreferential with the subject argument muso 'mother.' In (10), the same morpheme performs the antipassive function. Like in the previous example, the presence of the i morpheme affects the syntactic properties of the construction in a way that it becomes syntactically intransitive. Contrary to the previous example, On the Reflexive -Antipassive Polysemy however, the object argument is not co-referential with the subject but is demoted to the oblique position. As a result of its syntactic demotion to peripheral status, the object argument loses the properties of a core argument. Significantly, the transitive/antipassive alternation does not affect the semantic roles of the core arguments. Both the subject and object arguments in (10b) assign the same semantic role, i.e. the agent and the patient role as their counterparts in the transitive clause (10a).
Reflexive-Antipassive Polysemy in the South Caucasian Family
The South Caucasian family is another class of languages in which the reflexiveantipassive polysemy is often encountered. Among languages subsumed under the South Caucasian family, Laz in particular is known for the multifunctional use of its reflexive marker i-. Similar to the previous languages, Laz uses a reflexive marker to express the antipassive meaning. Significantly, the respective morpheme expresses also a number of other meanings which are usually considered to carry the meanings of middle forms. Alongside the reflexive proper and the antipassive, i-can be used productively to express the autocausative, auto-benefactive, anticausative, and facultative meaning. Typologically-oriented studies usually refer to this type of marker as a middle marker. Interestingly in Laz, the i-suffix can also be used to derive non-middle constructions such as passives and impersonals.
Example (11) illustrates a ditransitive use of the verb -gur-'learn'; from which the reflexive dative, (12), and the antipassive, (13), are derived:
'Sultan taught two boys a profession.'
(12) bere-k ir sey
ko-d-i-gur-u-dort'un child-ERG every thing PV-PV-REFL-learn-I3SG-PQP 'The young child has learnt everything.' (13) hentebe i-gur-am-t'es
Amerik'a-s
DEM2.PL AP-learn-STH-IMPF.I3P
America-DAT 'They studied [Ø] in America.' (Lacroix 2009:467) In (12), the verbal stem -gur-is marked by the morpheme i-. Due to its presence, the subject argument berek 'child' is co-referential with the dative. The presence of the reflexive marker does not affect the syntactic properties of the subject. Similar to the corresponding ditransitive clause, the berek argument is still in the ergative case. In (13), the same verbal form -gur-is also derived by means of the i-morpheme, however, in this example it performs the antipassive function. Due to its presence, the construction in question takes on the formal characteristics of the intransitive clause, i.e. the subject argument that in the ditransitive clause was ergative is now in the absolutive and the object argument that was eliminated from the syntax of the clause is interpreted as the non-referring and non-topical patient meaning 'something.'
2.6
Reflexive-Antipassive Polysemy in the Pama-Nyungan Family
The Australian Pama-Nyungan family is significant for the present discussion in two respects. First, it is not genetically related to the Indo-European languages. Second, apart from regular antipassives, it also developed the so-called structural antipassive (Cooreman 1993) . The latter, strongly related to the ergative system, is used to bypass certain syntactic constraints imposed on the subject of transitive constructions.
Although the Pama-Nyungan family is not genetically related to IndoEuropean languages, like the latter, it exemplifies instances of the reflexiveantipassive polysemy. The following example comes from Warrungu, the PamaNyungan family and illustrates the reflexive and antipassive derivation, respectively:
father-ERG man-ACC shave-NONFUT 'Father shaved a man.' (14b) Gaya-Ø giba-gali-Ø. father-NOM shave-REFL-NONFUT 'Father shaved himself.' (15) Bama-Ø jurba-nggu bangga-gali-n. man-NOM white.ochre-ERG paint-AP-NONFUT 'The man is painting [someone else] with white ochre.' (Tsunoda 2006:305) In Warrungu, the suffix -gali attached to the verbal root is used mainly to express reflexive and reflexive-like actions, (14b). In certain instances, however, it can also perform the antipassive function, (15). Data on Warrungu reveal, however, few instances in which -gali expresses the antipassive reading. In most cases, its function boils down to the reflexive derivation. Although the antipassive meaning may seem accidental for the Warrungu reflexive suffix, it is not accidental typologically, as it is concomitant with the reflexive meaning in a wide range of languages.
Contrary to Warrungu, Yidiny developed two types of antipassive constructions, i.e. the regular one (16), and the one used for syntactic purposes:
(16) ŋayu bae mbi-:dji-nju 1SG cover-REFL/AP-PST 'I covered myself,' or 'I covered [someone/something].' (Terrill 1997:83) Example (16) illustrates the reflexive-antipassive polysemy actualized on the same verbal form bambi 'cover.' Consequently, a given derivative is ambiguous, vacillating between two meanings. In such a case, a proper interpretation depends on the relevant pragmatic context. Note that the presence of the -:dji suffix triggers the verbal valency. Due to its presence, the object argument is removed from the syntax, though not from the semantics of the clause. Depending on the given context, a zero-coded argument may be either interpreted as the anaphoric patient of the active clause or as a non-referring patient of the antipassive.
In Yidiny, -:dji suffix can also be used to derive structural antipassives. In comparison to antipassives used for semantic/pragmatic reasons (16), the latter is used to feed syntactic pivots. It often has various functions and syntactic forms. In Yidiny a structural antipassive, (19), is used to coordinate two clauses: (19) ŋayu yiŋu bama bandji:li-nju mayi-: djula-:dji-nju:n SG.NOM these people.ABS find.PST veg-LOC dig.up-AP-PST 'I went and found these people digging up vegetables.' (Terrill 1997:85) Examples (17) and (18) illustrate transitive clauses with the common argument 'these people.' To coordinate the respective constructions, referentially identical arguments must be both absolutive across coordinated clause boundaries. When the respective argument is not syntactically absolutive, a special construction, i.e. the structural antipassive, intervenes to bypass this constraint, as in (19). In other words, in (19), the ergative agent of the first clause cannot be deleted under coreferentiality with the absolutive object of the second clause, unless it is syntacti-accounted for on the basis of Givón's functional approach (2001:94) in which he claimed that "detransitive constructions, most conspicuously the passive, commonly arise via re-grammaticalization of some functionally related construction" and that "functional extension of syntactic constructions is driven primarily by functional similarity." In other words, I will argue that similar to the passive, the antipassive developed diachronically from the de-transitive, i.e. the reflexive construction through functional extension, and that functional extension was primarily initiated by functional similarity. Thus, if we manage to find functional similarity between the source and the target construction, then it will be legitimate to claim that the antipassive developed from reflexivity through the functional extension, regardless of the language system.
Functional Properties of Reflexive and Antipassive
The partial functional overlap between reflexives and antipassives pertains mainly to semantic and/or pragmatic dimensions. Both types of construction deviate from their corresponding transitive counterpart on semantic grounds, i.e. they are said to express a semantically less transitive action. Building on the transitivity parameters of Hopper and Thompson (1980) , the constructions in question are ranked lower on the semantic transitive scale in three respects. First, they are characterized by a decreased agentivity of the agent/subject argument. In the reflexive construction the argument in question is less agentive due to the coreference requirement, whereas in the antipassive one a decreased agentivity results from the fact that the agent is often presented not as being voluntarily engaged in a particular type of activity but rather as having a certain predisposition to perform it. This is due to the fact that the antipassive derivation often affects the meaning of the verb that subsequently denotes a habitual action. Consequently, the latter may become a permanent characteristic of the subject.
A lower degree of transitivity of reflexives and antipassives is also visible in terms of a type of activity expressed by the verb. Both constructions express the action that is semantically less transitive. As for reflexives, their events are in general semantically less transitive because of the number of participants involved in the action. A semantic definition of a transitive event requires two highly distinct participants of different semantic properties, whereas in reflexives, due to the coreference condition, only one participant is involved. Antipassives, on the other hand, differ from the corresponding transitive event in that they often denote action that is iterative, habitual, and cognitively non-salient.
Finally, reflexives much like antipassives have a non-distinct object argument whose absence is left unmarked in the syntax of the clause. Consequently, both constructions are structurally identical, i.e. the object argument is removed and a verbal form is marked with the special morphology. As such the respective constructions are syntactically intransitive. The only difference pertains to the conditions under which the argument at issue is omitted. In reflexives, the object argument is removed because of the coreference condition, whereas in antipassives because of its irrelevance to the discourse context. As a result, both constructions differ in terms of the interpretation of the zero-out object. Depending on the given example, an object may be considered to be either the anaphoric patient of the active clause or a non-referring, non-topical patient of the antipassive. Thus, for both reflexives and antipassives, there is a functional similarity between the two different uses of the zero argument: "unexpressed information in general is prompted by two major cognitive-functional factors: (a) predictability and (b) irrelevance" (cf. Givón 2007:22 for the passive).
From Reflexive to Antipassive: a Possible Scenario
Building on the functional similarity between reflexives and antipassives, we can now proceed to a possible diachronic scenario of the given construction.
In the first stage of the development, speakers use the reflexive constructions to code a reflexive event. Consequently, the action denoted by a verb becomes semantically less transitive, the agent less agentive, and the patient, being coreferential with the agent, pragmatically less focused, less salient, and functioning as a non-distinct argument. Such reflexive events are syntactically coded by the zerocoded object and the reflexive marker on the verb. Now, being confronted with a similar pragmatic situation, but in which the patient was not coreferential with the agent, individual speakers may have extended the use of the old construction to code this new, though very similar, situation. In other words, they used the same syntactic structure in a new discourse context in which the patient was not coreferential with the agent; however, all other functions of the situation remain unchanged. Thus, the same construction whose primary function was restrained to reflexivity started to be used to perform two similar but not identical functions, i.e. the old (reflexive) and the new (antipassive) with the latter viewed as the extension of the former (cf. Terrill 1997 for Australian languages). Consequently, a respective construction was sometimes ambiguous, vacillating between two meanings. Now, depending on the grammatical system of the given language, either a complete separation of the two functions into different constructions took place (cf. section 2.6 for Australian languages), or the structural adjustment did not occur and a respective construction remained ambiguous, performing two functions (cf. section 2.1 for Slavic languages).
Antipassive in Early vs. Late Stage of Grammaticalization
Let us now turn to the last issue related to the reflexive-antipassive polysemy, i.e. the degree of grammaticalization of a given construction. Estimating to what extent reflexives underwent a grammaticalization process in the respective languages is crucial for the present discussion in two respects. First, it helps us to determine decisive factors that contribute to the grammaticalization process. Second, it shows how far a given construction has progressed along the reflexiveantipassive road. In other words, it allows us to assess whether a respective construction evolved into a canonical type or whether it is still in the evolutionary process characterized by functional ambiguity. Building on Givón's functional approach, we can presuppose that what gave rise to the functional extension of reflexives is, undoubtedly, the functional similarity between the source and the target construction. Indeed, functional similarity is considered to be one of the defining factors, if not the only one, in the diachronic evolution of the source construction. In addition, it is said that the early stage of development during the grammaticalization process is characterized by functional ambiguity. This is because the same syntactic structure tends to perform two similar, however not identical, functions: the old and the new one. As such, a given construction is ambiguous. This is exactly what is observed for instance in Slavic in (3) or in Pama-Nyungan languages in (16), where the same construction was used to express both reflexive and antipassive functions.
Note that functional ambiguity is a distinguishing feature of early stages of any grammaticalization process. This is because functional re-analysis that usually takes place instantaneously as a spontaneous speech act of individual speakers is considered to be the earliest step in the diachronic extension. Once the use of the source construction in the new pragmatic context becomes a regular speech act, the syntactic re-analysis or adjustment of the given construction eventually takes place. The syntactic re-analysis is expected to occur at a more advanced level of the grammaticalization process and is reflected by the change in the syntactic form of the given construction (Givón 2007) . This is what was observed in Yidiny, an Australian Pama-Nyungan language, in (19).
Building on different levels of the grammaticalization process, it is clear now that the reflexive-to-antipassive extension is not at the same stage of development in all given languages. Contrary to Australian languages in which the evolution was a three-step process terminating with syntactic re-analysis of the reflexive construction, a diachronic change of reflexives in the remaining languages was only a two-step process resulting in ambiguous patterns. In this case, depending on the lexical meaning of the verb and/or pragmatic context, either both interpretations were equally acceptable, ex. (3) or ex. (16), or the antipassive reading was more or less strongly preferred, ex. (2). This means that contrary to Australian languages in which the reflexive-to-antipassive extension is in a late stage of development, in the all remaining languages antipassives are still at the beginning of grammaticalization characterized by functional ambiguity.
